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THE CONTRIBUTION OF CASE MIX, SKILL MIX AND CARE PROCESSES TO THE OUTCOMES OF
COMMUNITY HOSPITALS: A POPULATION-BASED OBSERVATIONAL STUDY

Abstract
Background:

New organizational models to face the unmet needs of frail patients are needed.

Community hospitals (CHs) could foster integration between acute and primary care. The aim of
this study was to investigate which patients’ characteristics and which care processes affect
clinical outcomes, in order to identify who could benefit the most from CH care.

Methods:

This study included all patients aged ≥65 and discharged in 2017 from the 16 CHs of

Emilia-Romagna,

Italy. Data

sources

were

the

regional

CH

informative

system

and

hospital

discharge records. CH skill mix and processes of care were collected with a survey. The study
outcome was variation of the Barthel index (BI). We performed a 2-level random-intercept logistic
regression analysis, and used the variance partition coefficient (VPC) to quantify the proportion of
BI improvement that lay at CH level.

Results:

Of the 13 CHs, 8 had a general practitioner medical support model, and 6 had >12 nurses’

working hours/week/bed. Overall, 53% of the patients had a BI improvement ≥10. The patient
case mix explained a portion of variability across CHs. Skill mix and processes of care were not
associated with BI change.

Conclusions:

Patients’ characteristics explained part of between-CH variation in BI improvement.

Professional skill mix and processes of care, albeit fundamental to achieve appropriate care and
respond to the unmet needs of the frail elderly, did not account for differences in CH-specific
outcomes.

INTRODUCTION

Due to longer life expectancy and lower birth rates, currently all Western countries are facing the
aging of populations and the increase of old-age dependency ratio. The EU predicts that by 2060,
between 22% and 36% of all citizens will be ≥65 years old, with 12% of citizens being ≥80 years [1].
The increase in longevity in all countries of the world [2] has amplified both the prevalence of
patients with two or more chronic diseases (multimorbidity) and the request for complex longterm care for emerging health-care needs [3 - 7]. Older adults are increasingly facing disability,
multimorbidity and chronic illnesses, such as diabetes, hypertension, and dementia [8], which
indicates a shift from acute to chronic diseases [9]. Hence, the number of home-dwelling
individuals depending on healthcare and social services will continue to increase.
Most health systems are not yet sufficiently equipped with organizational tools and models
to face the challenges raised by these new care needs [10], and a range of services and models are
being developed worldwide to find a solution for delivering care closer to home [11, 15].
Intermediate care has been developed since the late 1990s, to foster the integration
between acute and primary care in several European countries, as a broad range of services,
particularly for elderly and frail patients who have complex support needs and circumstances, with
the objective to deliver care meeting those needs and to achieve greater system efficiency [16].
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Intermediate care has both "preventive" aims (avoiding unnecessary hospitalizations and "delayed
discharges") and "rehabilitation" aims (supporting discharge and access to rehabilitation services
to enforce care close to home) [17, 18].
Community hospitals (CHs) are a bed-based intermediate-care service defined as local
hospitals staffed mainly by general practitioners (GPs) and nurses to provide care in a hospital
setting. The notion of a CH has evolved over time, with a diversity of service-delivery models
developing in response to the needs of the local populations and in the context of a broader
change in the nature of the delivery of health-care services themselves [19].
In Italy, the Ministerial Decree № 70/2015 defined CHs as facilities with a limited number
of beds (≤20) managed by nurses and general practitioners or specialists intended for patients
with stable clinical conditions, needing care that cannot be provided at home, but not needing the
intensity of care of acute hospitals. Patients can be admitted from hospital wards, emergency
rooms, homes, or residential care facilities for the elderly [20]. The recommended length of stay in
the facilities is three weeks, extendible to six for cases who need particular care. CHs’ beds can be
located in acute hospitals, residential facilities or health-care homes (case

della salute), i.e.

community-based facilities which offer health and social services to the population residing in the
area. Health-care homes are managed by the local primary care department and rely on strong
collaboration among different professionals to guarantee continuous and holistic care.
Italian regions must provide the so called “essential levels of care” (i.e., the core benefit
package and standard of health services), set by the central government, through the regional
health services, but they are responsible for the local organization and delivery of health care [21,
22]. Emilia-Romagna (northern Italy) still lacks tailored CH regional guidelines; however, on June 1,
2020, 23 CHs were in operation, a higher number of those present at the moment of our study.
Given the diversity of clinical conditions (case mix) of the patients who can be admitted to
the CHs, the professional figures (skill mix) involved in these settings are likely to vary based on
the population’s needs, context and purpose of the CH [23]. The debate is ongoing on who are the
patients most suited to receive care in the CH and consequently who are the professionals most
appropriate to obtain the best patient’s outcomes [24]. To date studies have shown mixed results
on the impact of intermediate care services and their organization on patients’ outcomes, but
there is growing evidence that these services can improve function in the elderly [25].
The aim of this study was to assess to which extent patients’ clinical conditions and care
processes affect health outcomes, in order to identify who can benefit the most from receiving
care in CHs and the best skill-mix to deliver care in this particular setting.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study population

This retrospective observational study included all patients residing in Emilia-Romagna discharged
in 2017 from the 16 CHs that were in operation at that time in the region. In case of multiple
discharges for the same patient, the first episode was retained in the analyses. Data were
retrieved from the Regional Informative System of Community Hospitals (Sistema

Informativo

Regionale Ospedali di Comunità, SIRCO), which includes demographics, source of admission, cause
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of hospitalization, Barthel score on admission and discharge, length of stay, and destination at
discharge. In the informative system, each patient is assigned a pseudonymized identification
number, which remains the same across all health-care administrative databases of EmiliaRomagna.
To provide an overview of patients’ medical histories, additional clinical information was
collected from primary and secondary diagnoses of all acute hospital discharges occurring 3-years
prior to the CH admission (source: hospital discharge records). Specifically, we identified 31
conditions based on the Elixhauser method [26], plus myocardial infarction (ICD-9-CM codes 410.x,
412), cerebrovascular diseases (362.34, 430.x–438.x), dementia (290.x, 293.x, 294.x, 310.x,
331.0, 331.2), and leukemia (204.x-208.x). We also detected the presence of hip fractures
occurring 30-day prior to the index admission (820.x-829.x).

Characteristics of community hospitals

Data on skill mix and processes of care were collected using an ad hoc survey. The questionnaire
contained 34 questions divided into 4 categories (general information, clinical activities, nursing
activities, rehabilitation activities). Questions were either multiple-choice or yes–no questions. The
general information section investigated responsible authority, number of beds and location
(health-care home vs. acute hospital). The clinical activities section investigated medical support
(GP vs. specialist), work shifts (i.e., doctors involved on weekdays, weekends, off days and nights)
and availability of specialists’ consultations. The nursing activity section investigated the presence
of case managers (i.e., nurses who manage the entire clinical pathway of the patients), work shifts
for nurses (number of members per shift and weekly working hours). The rehabilitation activity
section investigated the presence of physiotherapists, other health professionals and gyms.
The questionnaires were sent by email in May 2018 to the chief medical officers of the
local health-care authorities and to the hospital trust responsible for the CH and were collected
through August 2018. Thirteen out of the sixteen community hospitals operating at the time in the
region responded to the questionnaire.

Outcome measures

The study outcomes were:

•
•
•

In-hospital variation of the Barthel index (≥10 vs. <10 points)
Destination at discharge (acute hospital vs. home or residential care facility)
CH length of stay (<20 vs. ≥20 days).

The Barthel index is a scale that measures a patient’s degree of independence; its score ranges
from 0 to 100 and is inversely proportional to the patient’s degree of disability. Continuous
measures were transformed into binary data to simplify the analysis and interpretation of the
results.
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Exclusion criteria

Because the clinical presentation and progress of younger patients can differ from those of
patients who are typically referred to intermediate care services, subjects aged <65 years were
excluded from the analyses. Other exclusion criteria were:

•
•

Barthel index score on admission >90
Death during CH stay.

Statistical analysis

A set of multivariable analyses was carried out to assess the association of the study outcomes
with the case mix, skill mix and processes of care of CHs.
To estimate the impact of patient- and hospital-level predictors and to account for
clustering, a two-level random-intercept logistic regression analysis was performed. Due to the
limited number of clusters (n = 13), these models were estimated using the Bayesian Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) instead of the default frequentist approach [27]. Briefly, Bayesian methods
do not rely on asymptotic sample sizes to produce unbiased estimates, and treat parameters as
random variables rather than fixed quantities. As a result, parameters have posterior distributions
rather than a single point estimate, which depend on prior distributions that have to be specified
before the model is run.
In our models, we used zero-mean normal priors for regression coefficients and inversegamma prior for the variance of random intercept (i.e., variability across providers). Because prior
distributions have an increased effect on posterior distributions when sample sizes are smaller, we
attempted an alternate model estimation using a half-Cauchy prior for the variance component
[28], but results did not change appreciably (data not shown). In each regression model we
specified 20,000 MCMC samples with a burn-in period of 5,000 to ensure convergence for all
model parameters, and set a thinning interval of 5 to decrease the autocorrelation of the
simulated samples. Posterior distributions of regression coefficients, including the shrinkage
estimators of hospital-specific random effects, were summarized with exponentiated means
(posterior odds ratios [ORs]) and with 2.5

th

and 97.5

th

percentiles (95% credible intervals).

Interpretation of these quantities does not differ much from interpretation of their frequentist
counterparts. The posterior distribution of random-intercept variance was summarized via the
variance partition coefficient (VPC), which quantifies the proportion of total outcome variance
which lies at the hospital level. The VPC ranges from 0 to 1, and a higher VPC denotes a higher
variability in outcomes across hospitals [29].
To determine the portion of variability across hospitals accounted for by patient case mix
and organizational variables, three distinct Bayesian multilevel models were built for each study
outcome. The first model had no explanatory variables, the second model included patient-level
covariates (case mix), and the third model included both patient- and hospital-level covariates
(case mix, skill mix and process of care). If the VPC decreases when covariates are added to the
model, part of the variation across hospitals is accounted for by these variables. To aid VPC
interpretation, estimates of hospital-specific odds ratios and their 95% credible intervals resulting
from multilevel regression models were plotted around the null value of 1, which indicates no
difference relative to the overall weighted odds. These estimates arise from the shrinkage
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estimates of hospital-specific random effects, and are similar to the ratio of observed-to-expected
rates (O/E), which represents the hospital risk relative to the overall risk [30].
The hospital-level covariates included in these models were: medical support (specialist
versus general practitioner), years of operation (≥2 vs <2), nurses’ weekly working hours per
hospital bed (>12 vs ≤12), and patients seen in a year (≥150 vs <150). The other attributes of CHs
were constant or heavily skewed across providers, and thus excluded from multivariable analyses.
Due to concerns for over-fitting and misclassification, not all patient-level characteristics
have been included in the models. A subset of all candidate variables, including demographics,
source of admission, Barthel score on admission, hip fracture, and Elixhauser conditions, was
preliminary chosen for inclusion in regression models using an automated selection method which
is described in detail elsewhere [31, 32]. Scores on admission have been included in all of the
Bayesian multilevel models for Barthel improvement, including the first, empty model.
All covariates were mean-centred to mitigate multi-collinearity and to allow for blocking of
parameters in MCMC estimation. All analyses were carried out using the Stata 15 software
(StataCorp. 2017.

Stata Statistical Software: Release 15. College Station, TX: StataCorp LP).

Ethics statement

In Italy, anonymous administrative data-gathering is subject to the law

Protection of individuals

and other subjects with regard to the processing of personal data, ACT № 675 of
31.12.1996 (amended by Legislative Decree № 123 of 09.05.1997, № 255 of 28.07.1997, № 135 of
08.05.1998, № 171 of 13.05.1998, № 389 of 6.11.1998, № 51 of 26.02.1999, № 135 of
11.05.1999, № 281 of 30.07.1999, № 282 of 30.07.1999 and № 467 of 28.12.2001)
(http://www.privacy.it/legge675encoord.html).
Data are pseudonymised on a regular basis at the regional statistical office, where each
patient is assigned a unique identifier that eliminates the ability to trace the patient’s identity or
other sensitive data. Pseudonymised administrative data can be used without a specific written
informed consent when patient information is collected for health-care management and healthcare quality evaluation and improvement (according to art. 110 on medical and biomedical and
epidemiological research, Legislation Decree 101/2018).
Patients and the public were not involved in the design or planning of the study. All
procedures performed in this study were in accordance with the 1964 Helsinki Declaration and its
later amendments.

RESULTS

Patient case mix

A total of 3059 patients were discharged from the 16 CHs of Emilia-Romagna during the study
period. Of these, 280 (9.2%) were aged <65 years and were excluded from the analyses. Because
of missing data, we operated the additional exclusion of 292 (10.5%) patients referring to 3 nonrespondent CHs. See supplementary Table S1 for a comparison of patient characteristics between
respondent and non-respondent CHs: patients referring to non-respondent hospitals were more
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independent on admission (mean Barthel score: 42.0 vs. 30.3,

P-value < 0.001); no other

significant differences were observed.
The characteristics of the 2487 patients included in the study, overall and by CH, are
summarized in Table 1: except patient demographics, the case mix appeared to be different across
the 13 providers. The distribution of single clinical conditions identified with the Elixhauser
method, overall and by CH, is presented in supplementary Table S2.

Table 1.

Characteristics of the 2487 study patients, overall and by community hospital, Emilia-

Romagna, year 2017.

Patients
Community
Hospital

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
All

n

%

%
Female

481
71
26
306
186
205
135
104
35
164
183
134
457
2487

19.3
2.9
1.0
12.3
7.5
8.2
5.4
4.2
1.4
6.6
7.4
5.4
18.4
100.0

65.7
66.2
69.2
62.4
61.3
64.4
54.8
63.5
65.7
66.5
62.3
49.3
53.2
60.8

Mean
Age

Mean
Barthel
Score at
Adm.

81.5
83.2
84.2
84.0
80.9
81.8
83.8
81.8
84.6
83.9
82.5
81.9
82.8
82.5

18.2
31.2
37.0
19.9
23.0
32.2
34.7
38.5
47.9
26.0
32.2
21.6
50.2
30.3

% Hip
Fractures

Avg.
Number of
Conditions

% Adm. from
Acute
Hospital

35.3
0.0
3.8
30.7
14.0
18.5
4.4
2.9
0.0
15.2
35.0
11.9
1.5
18.1

2.0
2.1
1.9
2.6
1.9
2.0
3.6
1.6
1.9
2.3
2.4
3.2
1.9
2.2

92.9
0.0
34.6
96.1
67.7
62.9
55.6
48.1
20.0
53.0
91.3
95.5
100.0
79.5

Study outcomes

After excluding scores on admission >90 (n = 116), we found 1261 patients with a change in
Barthel index ≥10 (53.2%); after the exclusion of deaths during hospital stay (n = 158), we
observed 262 transfers to acute care hospital (11.2%) and 1049 hospital stays ≥20 days (45.0%).
The maximum length of stay in our data was 5 months. The observed hospital-specific outcome
rates are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2.

Rates of Barthel scoring improvement ≥10, transfer to acute care hospital, and length of

stay ≥20 days in 13 community hospitals of Emilia-Romagna, year 2017.

Community
Hospital
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
All

Barthel Scoring
Improvement ≥ 10
n
%
342
71.3
3
4.4
5
21.7
196
64.3
80
44.0
125
62.5
43
34.7
57
59.4
5
15.6
68
44.2
116
64.8
38
29.0
183
46.2
1261
53.2

Transfer to Acute
Care Hospital
n
%
43
9.2
8
11.4
6
25.0
28
9.4
15
8.5
20
10.0
34
27.6
20
20.8
3
9.1
14
10.7
22
12.5
16
13.4
33
7.9
262
11.2

Length of Stay ≥ 20
Days
n
%
158
34.0
49
70.0
14
58.3
155
52.0
94
53.1
139
69.2
67
54.5
54
56.3
16
48.5
85
64.9
99
56.3
53
44.5
66
15.9
1049
45.0

Skill mix and processes of care of community hospitals

Of the 13 CHs participating in this study (249 beds), 7 had been operating for ≥2 years and 7
admitted ≥150 patients over the study period. One CH was led by a teaching hospital, while the
other 12 were led by local health-care authorities. Nine were located in health-care homes, 3 were
located in acute hospitals and one was located in a residential facility. Eight CHs were led by GPs
and 5 by specialists.
Clinical activity was organized differently across the CHs. Seven had GPs present in the
facility on weekday mornings; in 5 of these, GPs were on call in the afternoon. In 5 CHs, care was
ensured by specialists; in the smallest one, GPs offered medical consultation only through phone
calls. In all CHs, specialists or first-aid physicians guaranteed clinical activity on weekends, off days
and nights. Specialist medical advice was available in all CHs when needed.
Nurses’ weekly working hours per hospital bed were on average 11.4 hours (7 CHs ≤12
hours). Rehabilitation was delivered by physiotherapists in 12 CHs and in 11 a gym was present.

Association of patient case mix with the study outcomes

Results from multilevel regression analyses are presented in Table 3. There is evidence that female
sex, hip fracture, and admission from acute care hospital were associated with greater
improvements in Barthel scores during hospital stay. On the contrary, the presence of specific
clinical conditions (i.e., metastatic tumours, cerebrovascular diseases and dementia) and older age
were associated with lower improvements.
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Table 3.

Results from Bayesian multilevel logistic regression analysis: association of patient case

mix with the study outcomes, Emilia-Romagna, year 2017.

Predictors

Sex (female vs. male)
Age (1-year increase)
Barthel score at
admission (1-point
increase)
Squared-Barthel score
at admission (1-point
increase)
Hip fracture
Chronic kidney disease
Metastatic cancer
Cerebrovascular
diseases
Dementia
Admission source
(hospital vs.
home/residential
facility)

Barthel Scoring
Improvement ≥ 10
Posterior 95% Cred.
OR
Interval
1.0011.22
1.47
0.95
0.94-0.96
1.02

1.01-1.02

0.999

0.9990.999

1.73

1.31-2.25

Length of Stay ≥ 20
Days
Posterior 95% Cred.
OR
Interval

0.83

0.63-1.09

1.30

1.07-1.55

0.99

0.97-1.003

0.99

0.98-1.01

0.99

0.98-0.995

0.99

0.9860.993

N/A

0.31

0.16-0.54

0.69

0.55-0.87

N/A

0.63

0.49-0.81

N/A

N/A

1.45

1.08-1.92

N/A

N/A

0.062

0.147

0.262

0.70
1.90

N/A

0.45-1.01
1.28-2.70
N/A

N/A

Variance Partition
Coefficient (VPC)
Note:

Transfer to Acute Care
Hospital
Posterior 95% Cred.
OR
Interval

1.42

1.09-1.78
N/A
N/A

1.45

1.16-1.80

Estimates are not available (N/A) if the patient-level predictor was discarded in preliminary

automated regression analyses.
Abbreviations:

OR, odds ratio, N/A, not available.

As indicated by the linear and quadratic terms of baseline Barthel index, highest and lowest scores
had less chances of improvement, compared with patients with a medium level of independence
on admission (see supplementary Figure S1). When accounting for these variables, the VPC
decreased from 0.319 to 0.262, suggesting that a portion of variability across hospitals was
explained by the patient case mix (both VPCs are controlled for patient admission scores). As also
illustrated in Figure 1 (Panel a), the dispersion of hospital-specific random effects around the
mean was lower after adjustment for patient characteristics. However, the presence of 6 outliers
(i.e., providers whose 95% credible intervals do not include 1) suggests that hospital effects still
accounted for significant variability in Barthel scoring improvement.
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As shown in Table 3, less independent patients (as indicated by lower Barthel scores on
admission) and patients with chronic kidney disease were associated with higher risk of transfers
to acute care settings. Less independent patients, hip fractures and cerebrovascular conditions
were also associated with longer periods of intermediate care. However, the informative
contribution of these covariates to the variability across providers was of no account (hospital
transfer-VPC 0.059 to 0.062; longer stay-VPC 0.138 to 0.147). It should be noted too that the
variability across providers in these two outcomes was lower than the variability in Barthel
improvements (Figure 1, Panels b, c).

Figure 1.

Results from Bayesian multilevel logistic regression models for (a) Barthel improvement

≥10 points, (b) transfer to acute care hospital, and (c) length of stay ≥20 days: hospital-specific
odds ratios (ORs), unadjusted and adjusted for patient case mix, Emilia-Romagna, year 2017.
Dashed line indicates the null value of 1 (no difference compared to the overall average).

Note:

Posterior ORs of Barthel scoring improvement were adjusted for sex, age, squared Barthel

score on admission, hip fracture, metastatic cancer, cerebrovascular diseases, dementia, and
admission source. Posterior ORs of transfer to acute care were adjusted for sex, age, Barthel score
on admission, hip fracture, and chronic kidney disease. Posterior ORs of longer period of care were
adjusted for sex, age, Barthel score on admission, hip fracture, and cerebrovascular diseases. The
“unadjusted” posterior ORs of Barthel improvement were controlled for squared Barthel score on
admission.

Association skill mix and process of care with the study outcomes

None of the parameters involving skill mix and processes of care were significantly associated with
the study outcomes (Table 4). Of note, the VPCs resulting from adding these variables to the
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models were virtually coincident with those from previous analyses (Barthel improvement-VPC:
0.262 to 0.279; hospital transfer-VPC: 0.062 to 0.055; longer stay-VPC: 0.147 to 0.143).

Table 4.

Results from Bayesian multilevel logistic regression analysis: association of skill mix and

care processes of community hospitals with the study outcomes, Emilia-Romagna, year 2017.

Barthel Scoring
Improvement ≥ 10
Posterior 95% Cred.
OR*
Interval

Predictors
Medical support
(specialist vs GP)
Years of operation (≥2
vs <2)
Nurses’ working
hours/week/bed (>12
vs ≤12)
Patients/year (≥150 vs
<150)

Variance Partition
Coefficient (VPC)

Transfer to Acute Care
Hospital
Posterior 95% Cred.
OR*
Interval

Length of Stay ≥ 20
Days
Posterior 95% Cred.
OR*
Interval

1.76

0.28-8.46

0.79

0.45-1.31

0.51

0.15-1.22

1.12

0.23-3.25

0.95

0.55-1.51

1.24

0.46-2.85

0.89

0.18-2.77

1.20

0.70-2.00

1.39

0.47-3.26

4.21

0.4715.70

0.61

0.33-1.07

1.02

0.31-2.54

0.279

0.055

0.143

* OR estimates are adjusted for patient-level characteristics listed in Table 3.
Abbreviations:

OR, odds ratio, N/A, not available.

DISCUSSION

In this population-based observational study, we found that female sex, younger age, hip fracture
and admission from acute care hospital were associated with greater improvement in Barthel
scores; on the contrary, metastatic tumours, cerebrovascular diseases and dementia were
associated with lower improvement. Females, hip fractures and cerebrovascular diseases were
associated with longer hospital stays. As regards the impact of skill mix and care processes on the
study outcomes, no statistically significant association was found.
The Barthel index is usually adopted as outcome measure for intermediate care facilities:
the UK National Audit of Intermediate Care uses it to evaluate patients’ improvements between
CH admission and discharge. In our analysis, 53.2% of the patients had an improvement in their
functional ability during hospitalization (≥10). According to Dixon et al. [23], less independent
patients on admission (i.e., patients with a lower Barthel score) were associated with greater
improvement in Barthel scoring; our evidence showed that highest and lowest Barthel scores had
less chances of improvement compared with patients that presented with a medium level of
independence.
Furthermore, in our study 88.8% of the patients were discharged at home to continue
treatment closer to family or in a familiar environment and only 45% had a hospital stay ≥20 days.
These data suggest that CHs could be the appropriate setting of care for frail and older patients
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needing rehabilitation or low intensity care, with the purpose of enabling them to experience a
better quality of life after discharge from an acute hospital or to prevent them from being
hospitalized when not necessary. Other studies too have shown that intermediate care can enable
patients to regain abilities in daily living, decrease readmissions and reduce mortality [33 - 37].
Overall, the case mix was different across the 13 CHs, but the study patients showed similar
demographic characteristics and most of them were frail, elderly, with multiple conditions and
with significant functional decline in the activities of daily living. As other authors have pointed
out, resource consumption and poor outcomes are significantly higher for these patients due to
their clinical and socio-demographic conditions [38, 39]. Our findings too suggest that clinical
outcomes are negatively affected by age and multimorbidity, which is more frequent with
increasing age [40]. A possible explanation for the case mix heterogeneity among CHs is that each
service needs to be adapted to the catchment area in which it is implemented, responding to the
different needs of the population it serves.
The CHs’ organizational model, similarly to other intermediate care services, faced the
challenge of adapting to the local context and responding to the different needs of the
populations by drawing patient centred services, involving an adequate skill mix and building an
integrated system among different settings, disciplines and professions [41 - 42]. To do that,
different organizational models were implemented across the CHs of Emilia-Romagna: the
heterogeneity of case mix served and skill mix required represents both a strength (i.e., capacity of
adapting to the local context) and a weakness (i.e., difficulty of standardizing a model that can
work everywhere) of these services. In Emilia-Romagna, we reported that clinical responsibilities
in the CHs more frequently involved physicians from various disciplines, contrary to what happens
in other countries where the involvement of doctors is less diverse [43 - 48]. In 8 out of 13 CHs,
GPs had clinical responsibilities; specialists were available for clinical consultation in all the
structures, and in 5 of them they also had clinical accountability and were present in the structure
at all times. Nurses held great managerial and patient-related tasks, similarly to other countries.
[44, 49]. All professionals involved worked together as a multidisciplinary/multiprofessional team.
This could be seen as an advantage per se, because collaborative capacity is fundamental for
integrated care services. However, developing effective teams and organizations requires and the
personnel needs to build relationships between partners in care to establish trust and willingness
to take shared accountability for outcomes. Accordingly, the growth of competencies to deliver
integrated care should start with accurate development and training of health professionals [24].
Our analysis showed no statistically significant association of CH skill mix and care process
with the study outcomes. However, our results indicate that in 6 CHs a part of variability in the
Barthel scoring improvements could be attributed to specific characteristics of the services that
we were not able to detect with our survey. New research on intermediate care, using mixed
quantitative-qualitative methods such as the positive deviant approach [50], could help highlight
specific aspects of skill mix and processes of care that impact favourably on the patient’s level of
independence.
We argue that another important condition that should be investigated as both access
condition and outcome is frailty. The continuous rising of frailty makes it harder to meet the
health and social needs of the elderly [51], and an association with adverse outcome is reported in
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various studies [52 - 56]. For this reason, knowing which patient domains (i.e., physical, cognitive,
social and psychological) mostly drive the path to loss of function would serve as a proxy for
health-care utilization and improve the quality of patient-centred care [57].
A strength of this study was the possibility to link subject-level data using the unique
patient identifier. We also created an ad hoc questionnaire with the purpose of investigating CHs’
organizational models, giving us the opportunity to analyse specific features such as nurses’ and
support staff’s weekly working hours and specific medical support. Limitations to the study were
the small number of CHs investigated, although the response rate was high. Because we did not
follow up patients after discharge, we cannot conclude that favourable study outcomes were
associated with a lower risk of hospital readmission or death. Lastly, the Barthel index is a
convenient measurement scale to assess physical functional disability, but fails to capture changes
in functional ability related to general health, communication status and psychological status.

CONCLUSIONS

CHs could be the right setting of care for elderly frail patients with complex health and social
needs. The diverse organization of CHs makes it difficult to summarize its effectiveness, as also
reported by other authors. Furthermore, the methods and outcome measures currently used
might not be appropriate to weigh the relative contribution of case mix, skill mix and care
processes to the patient’s health and wellbeing. Novel approaches, such as mixed quantitativequalitative methods, could be used to evaluate thoroughly the outcomes of intermediate care
services. Moreover, increasing awareness of frailty among providers and fostering teamwork could
make care more tailored to the needs of patients.

REFERENCES

1.

European Union. Adequate social protection for long-term care needs in an ageing society.
Report jointly prepared by the Social Protection Committee and the European Commission.
Luxembourg; 2014.

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

2.

Banerjee, S. Multimorbidity-older adults need health care that can count past one. Lancet
2015; 385: 587–9.

3.

Imison C, Bohmer R. NHS and social care workforce: meeting our needs now and in the
future?; 2013.

4.

Centre For Workforce Intelligence. Integrated care for older people: Examining workforce
and implementation challenges. 2011.

5.

Calciolari S, Ilinca S. Organizing integrated care for frail elderly patients in Switzerland, Italy,
United States, and Canada. Bergmann A, editor: SGVW; 2011.

6.

Vrijhoef HJM. Chronic illness care: characteristics, challenges and task shifting. 2014.

7.

Barnett K, Mercer SW, Norbury M, et al. Epidemiology of multimorbidity and implications
for health care, research, and medical education: a cross-sectional study. Lancet 2012; 380:
37–3.

8.

Rechel B, Grundy E, Robine JM, et al. Ageing in the European Union. Lancet. 2013;
381(9874):1312-22.

9.

Foreman KJ, Marquez N, Dolgert A, et al. Forecasting life expectancy, years of life lost, and
all-cause and cause-specific mortality for 250 causes of death: reference and alternative
scenarios for 2016-40 for 195 countries and territories. Lancet 2018;392:2052–90.

10.

Frenk J, Chen L, Bhutta ZA, Cohen J, Crisp N, Evans T, et al. Health professionals for a new
century: transforming education to strengthen health systems in an interdependent world.
The Lancet. 2010; 376(9756):1923-58.

11.

Lenzi J, Mongardi M, Rucci P, et al. Sociodemographic, clinical and organisational factors
associated with delayed hospital discharges: a cross-sectional study. BMC Health Serv Res.
2014; 14:128.

12.

Bryan K, Gage H, Gilbert K: Delayed transfers of older people from hospital: causes and
policy implications. Health Policy 2006; 76(2): 194–1.

13.

Naylor MD, Aiken LH, Kurtzman ET, Olds DM, Hirschman KB. The care span: The importance
of transitional care in achieving health reform. Health Aff (Millwood). 2011 Apr;30(4):74654.

14.

Goodwin N, Smith J, Davies A, Parry C, Rosen R, Dixon A, et al. A report to the Department
of Health and the NHS Future Forum. Integrated care for patients and populations:
Improving outcomes by working together; 2012.

15.

Schrijvers G, Goodwin N. Looking back whilst moving forward: observations on the science
and application of integrated care over the past 10 years and predictions for what the next
10 years may hold. International Journal of Integrated Care. 2010; 10.

16.

Pearson M, Hunt H, Cooper C, Shepperd S, Pawson R, Anderson R. Providing effective and
preferred care closer to home: a realist review of intermediate care. Health Soc Care
Community. 2015;23(6):577-593. doi:10.1111/hsc.12183

17.

Young J, Stevenson J. Intermediate care in England: where next? Age Ageing 2006; 339-1

18.

Young J. The development of intermediate care services in England. Arch Gerontol Geriatr
2009; 49(Suppl 2): S21–5.

19.

Pitchforth E, Nolte E, Corbett J, Miani C, Winpenny E, van Teijlingen E, et al. Community
hospitals and their services in the NHS: identifying transferable learning from international

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

developments – scoping review, systematic review, country reports and case studies.
Health Serv Deliv Res 2017;5(19).

20.

Pianori D., Avaldi V.M., Rosa S., Lenzi J., Ialonardi M., Pieri G., Rossi A., Fantini M.P. How do
Community Hospitals respond to the healthcare needs of elderly patients? A populationbased observational study in the Emilia-Romagna Region. Ann Ig 2018; 30: 317-329

21.

Lenzi, J., Rucci, P., Franchino, G., Domenighetti, G., Damiani, G., Fantini, M.P., 2013.
Regional and gender variation in mortality amenable to health care services in Italy. J.
Hosp. Adm. 2, 28. https://doi.org/10.5430/jha.v2n3p28

22.

Pianori D, Maietti E, Lenzi J, et al. Sociodemographic and health service organizational
factors associated with the choice of the private versus public sector for specialty visits:
Evidence from a national survey in Italy.

PLoS One. 2020;15(5):e0232827. Published 2020

May 7. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0232827

23.

Dixon, S, Kaambwa, B, Nancarrow, S. The relationship between staff skill mix, costs and
outcomes in intermediate care services. BMC Health Serv Res 2010; 10: 221

24.

Busetto, L, Luijkx, K, Calciolari, S, González Ortiz, LG and Vrijhoef, HJM. Exploration of
workforce changes in integrated chronic care: Findings from an interactive and emergent
research design. PLOS ONE. 2017; 12(12): e0187468 DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0187468

25.

Sezgin D, O’Caoimh R et al. (2020) Defining the characteristics of intermediate care models
including transitional care: an international Delphi study; Aging Clinical and Experimental
Research https://doi.org/10.1007/s40520-020-01579-z

26.

Quan H, Sundararajan V, Halfon P, Fong A, Burnand B, Luthi JC, Saunders LD, Beck CA,
Feasby TE, Ghali WA. Coding algorithms for defining comorbidities in ICD-9-CM and ICD-10
administrative data. Med Care 2005;43(11):1130-1139

27.

McNeish D, Stapleton LM. Modeling Clustered Data with Very Few Clusters. Multivariate
Behavioral Research 2016;51(4):495-518.

28.

Gelman A. Prior distributions for variance parameters in hierarchical models (comment on
article by Browne and Draper). Bayesian Analysis 2016;1(3):515-534.

29.

Goldstein H, Browne W, Rasbash J. Partitioning Variation in Multilevel Models.
Understanding Statistics 2002;1(4):223-231.

30.

DeLong ER, Peterson ED, DeLong DM, Muhlbaier LH, Hackett S, Mark DB. Comparing riskadjustment methods for provider profiling. Stat Med 1997;16(23):2645-2664.

31.

Austin PC, Tu JV. Bootstrap Methods for Developing Predictive Models. The American
Statistician 2004;58(2):131-137.

32.

Lenzi, J., & Pildava, S. (2019). Tips for calculating and displaying risk-standardized hospital
outcomes in Stata. The Stata Journal, 19(2), 477–496.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867X19854021

33.

Dahl U, Steinsbekk A, Johnsen R (2015) Effectiveness of an intermediate care hospital on
readmissions, mortality, activities of daily living and use of health care services among
hospitalized adults aged 60 years and older—a controlled observational study. BMC Health
Serv Res 15(1):351

34.

Parsons M, Senior HE, Kerse N, Chen MH, Jacobs S, Vanderhoorn S, et al. The Assessment
of Services Promoting Independence and Recovery in Elders Trial (ASPIRE): a pre-planned

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

meta-analysis of three independent randomised controlled trial evaluations of ageing in
place initiatives in New Zealand. Age Ageing. 2012;41(6):722–8.

35.

Green J, Young J, Forster A, Mallinder K, Bogle S, Lowson K, et al. Effects of locality based
community hospital care on independence in older people needing rehabilitation:
randomised controlled trial. BMJ. 2005;331(7512):317–22.

36.

Garasen H, Windspoll R, Johnsen R. Long-term patients’ outcomes after intermediate care
at a community hospital for elderly patients: 12-month follow-up of a randomized
controlled trial. Scand J Public Health. 2008;36(2):197–204.

37.

Garasen H, Windspoll R, Johnsen R. Intermediate care at a community hospital as an
alternative to prolonged general hospital care for elderly patients: a randomised controlled
trial. BMC Public Health. 2007;7:68.

38.

Lesende, I., Crespo, L., Manzanares, S., et al.: Functional decline and associated factors in
patients with multimorbidity at 8 months of follow-up in primary care: the functionality in
pluripathological patients (FUNCIPLUR) longitudinal descriptive study. BMJ Open 8(7),
e022377 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022377

39.

Thavorn K, Maxwell CJ, Gruneir A et al.Effect of socio-demographic factors on the
association between multimorbidity and healthcare costs: a population-based,
retrospective cohort study. BMJ Open 2017;7:e017264.

40.

Lenzi, J.; Avaldi, V.M.; Rucci, P.; Pieri, G.; Fantini, M.P. Burden of multimorbidity in relation
to age; gender and immigrant status: A cross-sectional study based on administrative
data. BMJ Open 2016, 6, e012812.

41.

Stein, KV. Developing a competent workforce for integrated health and social care: what
does it take?. Int J Integr Care 2016; 16: 9.

42.

Winpenny EM, Corbett J, Miani C, King S, Pitchforth E, Ling T, et al. Community hospitals in
selected high income countries: a scoping review of approaches and models. Int J Integr
Care 2016;16:13. https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.2463

43.

Dobrzanska, L, Young, L and Patterson, C. Pilot- ing stroke rehabilitation in a community
hospital. Nurs Times. 2006; 102(43): 30–31

44.

O’Hanlon, S and Liston, R. Education in geriatric medicine for community hospital staff. Br J
Com- munity Nurs. 2010; 15(12): 583–586. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.12968/bjcn.2010.15.12.583

45.

Moll van Charante, EP, Hartman, EE, Ijzermans, CJ, Voogt, E, Klazinga, NS and Bindels, PJE.
The general practice clinic in Ijmuiden: A special transmural exper- iment. Huisarts Wet.
2005; 48(3): 102–108.

46.

Scherman, S, Smith, J and Davidson, M. The first year of a midwifery-led model of care in
Far North Queensland. Medical Journal of Australia. 2008; 188(2): 85–88.

47.

Green, J, Young, J and Forster, A. Background to the post-acute care trial of community
hospital reha- bilitation for older people. Int J Ther Rehabil. 2006; 13(2): 66–66. DOI:
http://dx.doi.org/10.12968/ ijtr.2006.13.2.21355

48.

Wolfenden, J, Dunn, A, Holmes, A, Davies, C and Buchan, J. Track and trigger system for use
in com- munity hospitals. Nurs Stand. 2010; 24(45). DOI:
http://dx.doi.org/10.7748/ns.24.45.35.s50

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

49.

Tucker, J, Hundley, V, Kiger, A, Bryers, H, Caldow, J, Farmer, J, Harris, F, Ireland, J and van
Teijlingen, E. Sustainable maternity services in remote and rural Scotland? A qualitative
survey of staff views on required skills, competencies and training. Qual Saf Health Care.
2005; 14(1): 34–40. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/qshc.2004.010561

50.

Bradley EH, Curry LA, Ramanadhan S, Rowe L, Nembhard IM, Krumholz HM. Research in
action: using positive deviance to improve quality of health care.

Implement Sci. 2009;4:25.

Published 2009 May 8. doi:10.1186/1748-5908-4-25

51.

Gardner B, Jovicic A, Belk C, Kharicha K, Iliffe S, Manthorpe J, et al. Specifying the content
of home-based health behaviour change interventions for older people with frailty or at
risk of frailty: an exploratory systematic review. BMJ Open. 2017;7(2):e014127.

52.

Clegg A, Young J, Iliffe S, Rikkert MO, Rockwood K. Frailty in elderly people. Lancet.
2013;381(9868):752-762. doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(12)62167-9

53.

Fried LP, Tangen CM, Walston J, et al. Frailty in older adults: evidence for a phenotype. J
Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 2001; 56: M146–56.

54.

Rockwood K, Howlett SE, MacKnight C, et al. Prevalence, attributes, and outcomes of
fitness and frailty in community-dwelling older adults: report from the Canadian study of
health and aging. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 2004; 59: 1310–17

55.

Bandeen-Roche K, Xue QL, Ferrucci L, et al. Phenotype of frailty: characterization in the
women’s health and aging studies.
J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 2006; 61: 262–66.

56.

Ensrud KE, Ewing SK, Taylor BC, et al. Comparison of 2 frailty indexes for prediction of falls,
disability, fractures, and death in older women. Arch Intern Med 2008; 168: 382–89

57.

Gwyther, H, Shaw, R, Jaime Dauden, E-A, D'Avanzo, B, Kurpas, D, BujnowskaFedak, M, Kujawa, T, Marcucci, M, Cano, A and Holland, C (2018) Understanding frailty: a
qualitative study of European healthcare policy-makers’ approaches to frailty screening
and management. BMJ Open 8, e018653.

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.27.20141010; this version posted July 5, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

